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Draft Boards Prefer 
LA-O to IV-E 


The most numerous reported cases of 
conscientious objectors who have diffi- 
culty getting their proper classification 
are the ones where the local board has 
classified a man in I-A-O who claims 
IV-E. In some cases registrants say 
the local board has flatly stated that no 
IV-E’s would be given. If they are not 
satisfied with I-A-O they must appeal. 

In World War II draft cases the courts 
have said that they would not hold a 
man’s classification invalid if it were 
wrong but still a matter of opinion; 
they would not interfere if there was 
some evidence to support the classifica- 
tion nor would they interfere if, on the 
basis of the evidence, they would have 
classified the man differently from the 
local board. The courts would inter- 
fere in a draft board’s classification only 
if it were unreasonably or arbitrarily 
wrong. 

It seems plain on the face of it, how- 
ever, without knowing more about the 
case, that a draft board is being very 
arbitrary and is acting in the teeth of 
evidence when it gives I-A-O to a man 
who claims IV-E. There are several 
reasons for this. Consider the case of a 
judge who instructs the jury that if a 
man did cause a fire it should find dam- 
ages for one thousand dollars but if 
they find he did not they must find no 
damages. The jury comes back with five 
hundred dollars damages. Such a compro- 
mise verdict will be set aside because 
it is clear that the jury could not decide 
the issue and was trying to please both 
the plaintiff and the defendant. The draft 
board is doing the same thing when it 
gives I-A-O to a man who requests IV- 
E. Instead of looking into the evidence 
it is compromising so that each one will 
be a little pleased. The registrant 
didn’t want I-A-O, he wanted IV-E. The 
draft board didn’t want him in IV-E, 
it wanted him in I-A or I-A-O. The 
very notice of a classification in I-A-O 
when it is not requested is evidence that 
the decision was arbitrary. 

The second reason for the decision be- 
ing very unreasonable is apparent when 
we examine the procedure a board goes 
through in classifying a CO. Under the 
statute, if his actual state of mind is 
objection to combatant (I-A) assign- 
ment, the man must be placed in IV-E 
or in I-A-O. Then if his actual state 
of mind is objection to non-combatant 
assignment as well, he must be placed 
in IV-E. Therefore the board will first 
make a finding of fact as to what the 
state of the man’s mind really is about 
combatant assignment; then it will go 
on and make a second finding of fact 
about the state of his mind on non- 
combatant status. That is really all of 
the deciding the board can do; the law 
does the rest, and they must follow it. 

If a man claims IV-E, and puts in evi- 
dence of his objection to non-combatant 

(Continued on page 2) 


Non-Registration Probe 


The U. S. Attorney’s office has served 
notice that individuals and groups ad- 
vising youths not to register are being 
investigated. Disclosure of the probe 
was made in a New York Federal Court 
during the sentencing of a nonregis- 
trant. 

During the proceeding the Court was 
informed that two men in a group of 40 
pickets outside the courthouse were 
carrying banners stating that they, too, 
refused to register for the draft. The 
Chief Assistant U. S. Attorney, Irving 
Saypol, jumped to his feet and declared, 
“Your Honor, the picketing is no part 
of this proceeding. It is a matter our 
office is looking into now—a confiden- 
tial investigation of groups and persons 
advising youths not to register. It is 
a matter I believe should not be dis- 
cussed in open court.” 

So far no action has been brought 
against any person charged with influ- 
encing youths not to register. The New 
York State Director sometime ago asked 
that a minister who advocated non- 
registration be prosecuted. Over 400 
ministers and others have signed a 
Peacemakers’ statement urging non- 
registration. 


Reclassifying C.O.’s 


Conscientious objectors who have been 
classified other than IV-E, except IV-F 
or V-A, probably know that Selective 
Service will consider this as evidence 
that their conscientious objector claims 


were considered and rejected. If a con- 
scientious objector is in II-C, III-A or 
IV-D now he cannot wait until his draft 


* board puts him in I-A or I-A-O to appeal 


for a IV-E. Accepting a II-C or III-A 
classification forfeits his right to a 
IV-E. 


REOPENING CLASSIFICATIONS: 

A CO who asked originally for a II-C 
or III-A or IV-D classification not real- 
izing what the consequences would be 
can ask the local board to reopen his 
classification. He must do this in writ- 
ing presenting new facts to the board 
which were not presented when he was 
originally classified and of course he 
should explain that he misunderstood 
his rights and procedures under the 
regulations. 

t is possible that the local board 
members, if they served on the wartime 
draft board, may themselves be unaware 
that the procedure differs now. If they 
refuse to give a IV-E because of their 
own mistake the registrant should ask 
the State Director of Selective Service 
to take an appeal for him explaining the 
circumstencs. 

LATE APPEALS: 

If the registrant did ask for a IV-E 
and the board denied it, either inten- 
tionally or due to a mistake about the 
regulations, and the registrant failed 

(Continued on page 3) 


Army Changes 
Induction Rules 


Is there any way a conscientious ob- 
jector who fails to get a IV-E through 
appeals to Selective Service and who is 
ordered to report for induction can test 
his draft classification in court? 

The following article explains what is 
believed the best procedure for this as 
determined by previous court cases and 
the new Army induction rules. 

There was only one way that a CO 
could test his classification in court at 
the beginning of World War II: when 
he reported for induction, if he refused 
to submit to induction, he was put in 
physical custody of an officer, presum- 
ably in the guard house; and then he 
sought a writ of habeas corpus to chal- 
lenge the validity of his confinement. He 
could only challenge the validity of the 
confinement by contesting the order to 
report for induction which he was ac- 
cused of violating, and this required 
raising the question of his classification 
and his draft board’s conduct during 
classification procedure. 

The writ of habeas corpus was per- 
mitted only because the Constitution 
provides it. Courts said that the word- 
ing in the draft act which provided that 
“the determination of the President shall 
be final,” in Presidential appeal cases, 
would have prevented them from hear- 
ing any CO attempts to challenge the 
validity of board orders, were it not for 
the exception of habeas corpus in the 
Constitution. Even then they would 
only hear a case on habeas corpus if the 
registrant had first reported to the 
Army induction center for his pre-induc- 
tion physical and for acceptance for in- 
duction by the Army, since they said 
that they could not hear cases when a 
man had passed by a legitimate oppor- 
tunity to be rejected—when he had not 
“exhausted his administrative remedies” 
as the phrase went. If the man were 
jailed for violating before he took the 
physical, he could not get the writ, be- 
cause he had not used all the adminis- 
trative remedies open to him. Another 
prerequisite of the writ was that after 
a man had been accepted for induction, 
he had to refuse to be inducted, because 
if he were inducted he would be under 
the jurisdiction of military rather than 
civil courts. Finally he had to be in 
actual physical confinement in order to 
get the writ, since the writ will not free 
people who are not actually imprisoned 
or in close custody. So the only wide- 
spread remedy was to report and be ac- 
cepted for induction at the Army post, 
to refuse to be actually inducted, then 
to be taken into custody by the Army 
officer and put in the guard house, and 
then to petition for the writ. 

One can readily see why so many COs 
failed in court, since after they had 
complied with all this formality, which 
only a lawyer could be expected to know, 
they were still just on the threshold of 

(Continued on page 3) 
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Consultative Council 


Twenty-eight church and other organ- 
izations are currently members of the 
NSB Consultative Council. The Council 
serves in an advisory capacity to the 
Board of Directors. At various times 
the members are brought together for 
meetings. Members of the Council de- 
termine their own relationship to NSB 
and the extent of their participation in- 
cluding the amount of financial support. 

Currently the Council is composed of: 

American Unitarian Association. 

Assemblies of God—General Confer- 
ence. 

Baptist — American 
Mission Society. 

Brethren Service Commission. 

Christadelphian Central Committee. 

Christ Sanctified Holy Church. 

Church of God, Indiana. 

Church of God (7th Day) 

Congregational Christian—Committee 
for CO’s. 

Disciples of Christ—Department of 
Social Welfare. 

Episcopal Pacifist Fellowship. 

Emmanuel Association. 

Evangelical Church—Board of Chris- 
tian Social Action. 

Evangelical and Reformed Church— 
Commission on Christian Social Ac- 
tion. 

Evangelical Mission Covenant. 

Evangelical United Brethren. 

First Divine Association in America, 


Baptist Home 


Inc. 
Friends — American Friends Service 
Committee. 


Jewish—Central Conference of Amer- 
ican Rabbis Committee on CO’s. 
Lutheran — United Lutheran Church 

in America, 
Mennonite Central Committee. 
Molokan Advisory Board. 
National Council of Young Men’s 
Christian Associations. 
Old German Baptist Brethren. 
Presbyterian Church in the U. S. 
Seventh-day Adventist. 
The Full Gospel Conference of the 
World, Inc. 
Women’s International 


League for 
Peace and Freedom. 





DRAFT BOARDS—(from page 1) 


status in the nature of a written state- 
ment, it follows that the board must 
have found as a matter of fact that he 
wasn’t telling the truth if they put him 
in I-A-O. They must have found him 
half a liar. Is that not further evi- 
dence that his statement that he ob- 
jected to I-A is also based on untruths? 
If a man lies about half his claim, isn’t 
that good evidence that he was misrep- 
resenting the whole thing and ought to 
be I-A? It is common experience that 


British C. O.’s 


As of June 30, 1948, a total of 68,543 
men had registered as conscientious ob- 
jectors under England’s war and post- 
war drafts. 

These figures were furnished by the 
Ministry of Labor which has general su- 
pervision over English COs. Each case 
is decided upon by a Local Tribunal con- 
sitsing of a County Judge (England) 
or Sheriff (Scotland) and from two to 
four other members. If the Tribunal 
finds that a Conscientious Objector’s 
views are genuine it may register him 
unconditionally without any obligation 
for service; or on condition that he do 
work, specified by the Tribunal, of a 
civilian character under civilian control; 
or register him liable for noncombatant 
duty in the Forces. 

The Objector, publication of the Cen- 
tral Board for Conscientious Objectors 
states, “An analysis of decisions of Lo- 
cal Tribunals up to June 30, 1948, shows 
that out of the above total of 68,543 pro- 
visionally registered CO’s, 60,993 had 
appeared before the Tribunal. Of these 
2,856 or 4.7 per cent had been registered 
unconditionally; 22,836 or 87.4 per cent 
had been registered on condition that 
they undertook civil work or training; 
17,146 or 28.1 per cent had been regis- 
tered as liable to be called up for non- 
combatant duties in the Forces, while 
18,155 or 29.8 per cent had their names 
removed from the Register of Consci- 
entious Objectors. In 19,160 cases ap- 
peals were made to the various Appel- 
late Tribunals and in 50.3 per cent of 
these cases the original decision was 
varied.” 





any board that did find a man lying 
about his claim to IV-E would put him 
directly in I-A and not in I-A-O. But 
the very fact that the board permits 
I-A-O is evidence that they have found 
the man to be sincerely opposed to com- 
batant assignment, and they could not 
have found that unless they also found 
that he was a truthful man. The I-A-O 
notice of classification is also evidence 
therefore that the draft board has found 
no lies in the man’s file; and so their 
refusal to give him a IV-E when he said 
that he opposed to non-combatant as- 
signment as well as to combatant must 
have been based on some arbitrary mat- 
ter such as desire to fill their quotas. 


A draft board that attempts this 
should be squarely told that their I-A-O 
is an admission that they believe the 
registrant to be generally truthful, un- 
less they are in the regular habit of 
conferring that classification on people 
they know are liars; and that admission 
raises the question of why they didn’t 
give the man his IV-E, when they knew 
that he was telling the truth in saying 
he had religious objections to non-com- 
batant status. 

The result of this line of reasoning is 
that when a man asks for IV-E, the 
board can give him IV-E or I-A; when 
a man asks for I-A-O, the board can 
give him I-A-O or I-A; but it should 
never give I-A-O to a IV-E applicant, or 
IV-E to an I-A-O applicant. This leads 
to the last reason for the rule. The Se- 
lective Service Act itself reads, “Any 
person claiming exemption . . . whose 


Aliens 


Additional questions have been asked 
about aliens under the draft. The Oc- 
tober issue of THE REPORTER gave the 
information that Alien CO’s classified 
in IV-E will not be debarred from fu- 
ture citizenship. Aliens in IV-E should 
not file SSS Form No. 130 (Application 
by Alien for Relief from Military Serv- 
ice.) 

There are two facts about alien de- 
ferment which are causing some con- 
fusion and need emphasis. The first 
is that not every alien being offered a 
IV-C or alien deferment will be debarred 
from future citizenship. Those who are 
in the United States for a specific pur- 
pose which would not ordinarily last 
more than a year, those who are unac- 
ceptable to the armed forces because of 
their nationality, and those who claim 
exemption under a treaty between their 
country and ours are able to accept IV-C 
without forfeiting any future rights. 
Only those who ask for and file Form 
130, specifically asking to be relieved 
because they have no other reason, will 
be debarred from citizenship in the fu- 
ture. 

The second point upon which aliens 
are making mistakes is in believing that 
Form 130 must be filed when they fill 
out their General Questionnaire. Since 
they do not need to fill out 130 at all if 
they obtain some deferment or exemp- 
tion, the proper time to file is after the 
last appeal to the President from a 1A 
classification has failed but before the 
orded to report for induction is re- 
ceived. If the 130 is filed before that, 
the draft board will not investigate the 
alien’s claim to other deferments. If 
it is filed after that, the alien may be 
convicted of having disobeyed a board’s 
order even though he files his 130 later. 


If any aliens have been mistaken 
about these matters, they should at- 
tempt to correct their errors now, ask- 
ing the draft board to reopen the case 
on the grounds of misunderstanding if 
they turned down a IV-C offered to them 
even though they had never filed Form 
130; or asking the board to release or 
set aside their 130 and proceed to con- 
sider their deferments, if they have filed 
it prematurely. If the draft board re- 
fuses to release or cancel the 130, the 
alien should request the State Director 
of Selective Service to do it; he should 
also have a memo put in his file to the 
effect that he has asked to have the form 
cancelled and has been refused. If it is 
set aside, and all the deferments fail, the 
alien may file the 130 again if he 
chooses. 

All that THE REPORTER has previously 
said about the advantages of taking a 
IV-E rather than a II-C, also apply to 
IV-E over a IV-C. If one does not ap- 
peal from any classification in 10 days, 
it will be presumed when the deferment 
is ended, that the draft board has al- 
ready considered and rejected any claim 
to a lower classification, considering I-A 
as highest and V-A as lowest. 





claim is sustained ...” shall be given 
I-A-O or IV-E. This indicates that 
neither of these classifications should 
os given except when the man requests 
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CO Family 


After getting his discharge from CPS 
at Lapine, Oregon, late in 1945, Val 
Baima, his wife Lilly Belle and their 
three daughters purchased eight acres 
in the heart of the historic gold country 
about six miles from Nevada City and 
Grass Valley. Here he and his family 
went to work to make over a run-down 
farm into a paradise and put their ideas 
for “beautiful living” into effect. 

The Baima “Bye-Ma” farm is a one- 
family farm. The Baima’s are actively 
engaged in landscape gardening, art- 
work, handicraft, furniture making, 
home canning and baking and extensive 
farming of the extraordinary. For the 
past two years they have taken first 
place for the best “One Family Farm” 
exhibit in Nevada County. This year 
their “One Family” exhibit was found 
the best in the entire state of California. 
At various fairs the Baima’s this year 
won 40 ribbons in flowers, vegetables, 
handcrafts, arts, fruits, berries, textiles, 
etc. 

The Baima’s take their peace-making 
faith seriously and are more concerned 
to live it than to talk about it. They 
are strict vegeterians and eat no “eggs, 
milk, cream, cheese, butter or any of the 
animal by-products.” 

Of his wife Baima says “She is a 
courageous Conscientious Objector who 
stood alone with her three daughters in 
her town” before her marriage to him. 

The Baimas have been the energetic 
proponents of a project to make historic 
Banner Mountain into a National Gold 
Park. The Park is planned as a memor- 
ial to the people of the California Gold 
Rush and will be developed as a scenic, 
historic and recreational area. 


INDUCTION—(from page 1) 


the court, ready to present their cases, 
if they had any. A CO could not wait 
until he was the defendant in a crimi- 
nal case and then challenge the board’s 
order in most jurisdictions, because the 
proper way to challenge the order was 
by habeas corpus. In the criminal case 
it had to be assumed that the order was 
good unless in the prior habeas corpus 
proceeding it had been found bad. 

All of this law has been profoundly 
affected by the new Army Regulation on 
Induction. AR 615-500, II 15 f: 

“f. Induction Ceremony—Registrants 
forwarded for induction who have been 
examined and found physically and 
otherwise qualified for military service 
and apportioned to the Army will be in- 
ducted. 

“(1) The induction of an individual, 
whether accomplished at an armed 
forces induction station or other desig- 
nated station, within the continental 
United States, the Alaskan and Antil- 
les Departments, and the United States 
Army forces in Central Pacific area, will 
be effected in the following manner: 

“(a) After it has been determined 
that an individual is fully qualified in 
all respects for induction, he and other 
qualified individuals will be assembled 
and the induction officer will then de- 
liver a short ceremonial talk of a patri- 
otic nature. 

“(b) After such ceremonial talk those 
qualified individuals will be called to 
attention and will be informed of the 


England 


After January 1, 1949, English con- 
scripts will serve 18 months instead of 
a 12-month term under the National 
Service Act of 1947. Parliament voted 
339—51 in support of the Government’s 
proposal to restore the longer term. 

The New York Times reported that 
the Conservatives, led by Winston 
Churchill, joined with the Government 
to defeat a left-wing Labor motion to 
reject the entire bill. 





imminence of induction. The following 
language exactly as quoted will be used: 
‘You are now about to be inducted into 
the Army of the United States. You 
will take one step forward as your name 
is called, and such step will constitute 
your induction into the Army of the 
United States.’ 

“(c) The induction officer will then 
call the roll and the foregoing procedure 
will be carried out. All who have stepped 
forward will be informed that each and 
every one of them is a member of the 
Army of the United States. The fol- 
lowing language exactly as quoted will 
be used. ‘You have now been inducted 
into the Army of the United States. 
Each of you is now a member thereof 
and amenable to the Articles of War 
and all other applicable laws and regu- 
lations.’ 

“(d) Any registrant who fails or re- 
fuses to step forward when his name is 
called, will be removed from the pres- 
ence of the group about to be inducted 
and questioned privately with respect to 
his willingness to be inducted. 

“(2) The registrants inducted as pre- 
scribed by (1) (b) and (c) above will be 
informed that the taking of the oath of 
allegiance is not part of the induction 
which has already been completed but 
will be administered separately. .. . 

“(3) Any registrant removed from 
the group as described in (1) (d) above 
and who persists in his refusal to sub- 
mit to induction will be informed that 
each refusal constitutes a felony under 
the provisions of the Selective Training 
and Service Act of 1940 as amended. 
He will be further informed that con- 
viction of an offense under civil pro- 
ceeding will subject him to be punished 
by imprisonment for not more than five 
years or a fine of not more than $10,000, 
or both. He will then be informed again 
of the imminence of induction using the 
language specified in (1) (b) above and 
his name will again be called. If he 
steps forward at this time he will be 
informed that he is a member of the 
Army of the United States, using the 
language specified in (1) (c) above. If, 
however, he persists in refusing to be 
inducted, the following action will be 
taken: 

“(a) A voluntary written statement 
from the man will be requested, and ob- 
tained wherever practicable, reading: 
‘I refuse to be inducted into the Army of 
the United States.’ Such statement 
should be signed by him and should be 
witnessed by at least three witnesses. 
The individual will be instructed to 
leave the military premises. He will not 
be furnished transportation in any form 
by the Army.” 

The effect of the new Army regula- 
tion seems to have been to deprive the 


RECLASSIFYING—(from page 1) 


to act within the ten days because of 
this mistake, he can ask his board to 
grant him a hearing or an appeal al- 
though the ten days have passed. The | 
Selective Service regulations provide 
that this can be done up to the time 
the local board mails the registrant a 
notice to report for induction when the 
lapse was due to circumstances in which 
the registrant had no control. A lack 
of understanding is mentioned as one of 
the circumstances. (Section 624.1(a) 
and Section 626.2(d). It will do no harm 
to mention these regulations in the re- 
quest. 


The registrant should also ask that 
his written statement of his mistake be 
placed in his file if the board refuses to 
act and if the board refused his IV-E 
intentionally he will do well to add new 
material to his conscientious objector 
claims in his file. 


If the _ conscientious 
ask for a hearing or an appeal within 
the ten days and the board turned it 
down either intentionally or due to a 
mistake about classification procedures, 
he should notify the State Director of 
Selective Service. 

It is important for registrants to act 
promptly and within the time limit al- 
lowed. Sometimes it may be necessary 
to call by telephone. Letters should fol- 
low in such cases, stating the facts con- 
veyed by telephone and the registrant’s 
request. 

Registrants should keep a file contain- 
ing copies of their letters and replies 
and notices from the local board, State 
Director, ete. In writing to the NSB 
for advice it is helpful to send a copy of 
the registrant’s letters and statements 
and local board correspondence bearing 
on the problem or to quote pertinent in- 
formation. 


objector did 





man of the writ of habeas corpus since 
the Army refused to confine him; they 
merely ordered him off the premises. 
The courts allowed the CO a new rem- 
edy; and though they did not state this 
as an express reason, it seems likely 
that they were influenced by his having 
lost his old one. They had previously 
said that when he was the defendant in 
a criminal action for violating the board 
order, he could not raise the question of 
the order’s validity. The reason for that 
is now gone. He was probably not al- 
lowed because it was considered he had 
another proper remedy before. That 
other remedy has been taken away; now 
they say that he can, when he is prose- 
cuted for the violation, claim that the 
board order to report was invalid. He 
can only make this claim if the board 
had no jurisdiction to act. Just when 
a board has no jurisdiction to act is not 
yet clear, but it might be at any time 
when they violate Selective Service Reg- 
ulations. If they deny a man a full 
hearing on his classification when he 
asks for it within the ten-day limit, if 
they make him settle for a talk with the 
clerk of the board instead, if they re- 
ceive evidence against a man and do not 
reveal its nature or allow him to answer 
it, if they fail to give him his Form 150 
when he asks for it, or say that they 
will give no IV-Es or otherwise show that 


(Continued on page 4) 
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INDUCTION—(from page 3) 


they have not. really considered the case, 
if they deny him the right of appeal, or 
do not forward all of the evidence they 
have to the appeal board, if they do not 
notify him of his classification before 
the order to report for induction so that 
he can appeal, then they would probably 
have violated the Regulations or be 
acting without jurisdiction. Therefore 
registrants should keep records of all 
that their draft boards send to them, 
of all that they send to their boards, and 
they might well take a friend or two 
with them to hear the conversation when 
they go into the board office on informal 
visits. Naturally a man will not want 
to take a friend who might himself be 
drafted just when he is needed. 


This should not lead the registrant to 
neglect to do any of the things necessary 
to exhaust his remedies. He should use 
all the Selective Service provisions for 
appealing a wrong classijication; and 
he should report to the Army induetion 
center to be examined and accepted— 
everything up to the induction ceremony 
of taking the forward step, and that he 
must not do if he does not want to be 
inducted. If the registrant does not do 
these other things, most courts might 
still say that he cannot challenge the 
validity of his board’s order when he is 
prosecuted. No matter how unjust a 
classification is, one cannot “safely” 
balk before the actual moment of induc- 
tion. 

A word of warning about the paper 
that the CO will be asked to sign at the 
Army post: He will be asked to sign a 
statement saying, “I refuse to be in- 
ducted. . . ” It would seem that al- 
most any CO could write a more sym- 
pathetic statement than that. He might 
write, “Because of religious convictions, 
I am unable to take the induction step 
or do any of the things I would be told 
to do afterward,” or“ The Army of the 
United States has ordered me to leave 
the military premises because I am a 
conscientiors objector,” or both. The 
Army has been known to turn people 
down because they were COs, the same 
as it would a person physically defec- 
tive; and the signed statement could do 
a little to put that interpretation on this 
situation. The Army is certainly not 
trying to present him in a sympathetic 
light when it asks the man to sign, “I 
rettes 66" 

There is one last mistake that a man 
might possibly make. There have been 
men who did not go through the induc- 
tion ceremony, but who lived at the post 
for several weeks, wearing uniforms, 
eating in the mess halls, and using the 
Army franking privilege; they were said 
to be inducted even though they had 
not gone through the ceremony, because 
they had shown general consent. The 
present ceremony would seem to prevent 
that possibility because it distinctly says 
that the man will be ordered away from 
the post; however, some officers might 
put a man up at the post in spite of the 
regulations. It is safest for a man not 
to stay at all unless he is under lock and 
key; and he should accept no Army priv- 
ileges during a stay. In order to estab- 
lish his inability to perform the cere- 
mony, he might best call his attitude to 
the attention of the officer in charge, so 


From the Papers 


From letters to the Editor, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota, Tribune: 


To the Editor: I’d like to express my 
pleasure in and approval of the article 
on Lew Ayres in the Minneapolis Trib- 
une Sunday, Nov. 14 (reprinted from the 
November 1948 Coronet). Not only 
should it change the views on the sincer- 
ity of the conscientious objectors, most 
of whom were not draft dodgers, but it 
also told the story of a man who ac- 
complished what few ever do. 

Too many of us accept our moral and 
religious ideas from others, never both- 
ering to examine our beliefs to see if 
they are actually worthy of our support. 
The person who honestly searches for 
the truth in an effort to reconcile actual 
conditions with our ideals will find peace 
of mind that few of us ever experience. 

For many the questioning of accepted 
doctrines need never occur, but when it 
does only those individuals with great 
honesty and sincerity can formulate a 
personal philosophy of the caliber that 
Lew Ayres did. Personally, I think his 
conclusions were false, but his striving 
for an inner satisfaction was commend- 
able. 

Ayres is to be admired, not necessar- 
ily for his beliefs as such or for his ma- 
terial success, but certainly for the per- 
sonal triumph of his mind and for the 
fortitude to stick to his convictions even 
in the face of humiliation. 

Stemming from a feeling of skepti- 
cism and incompleteness in his life, a 
personal religion emerged of which 
many of us could be proud. His is not 
merely a religion of traditionalism and 
formalities, but instead is a rational re- 
ligion that meets the needs of the person 
who has it—Lew Ayres. 


DONALD R. MCFARLANE, 
Jamestown, N. D. 


From an editorial in the Washington, 
D. C., Post: 


In Philadelphia the other day Judge 
J. Cullen Ganey found a way out of the 
dilemma which is being presented to the 
Federal Courts in cases of young men 
whose scruples forbid them to register 


for the draft and who are prepared to 
go to prison rather than do so. The 
experience of the last two wars has 
shown that very little is to be gained by 
attempting to make examples of such 
men, since the cult of pacifism grows in 
proportion to the willingness of its vo- 
taries to suffer for it. 

The defendant in the case before 
Judge Ganey was James S. Lovett of 
Fallsington, Pa., a Quaker by persua- 
sion. Before the registrations under the 
new Selective Service Act young Lovett 
had enrolled with the Friends Service 
Committee and was being trained for 





that it will not be overlooked if he 
doesn’t take the step; and afterwards, 
in spite of the plain wording of the 
Army Regulations that the oath is no 
part of the induction ceremony, the reg- 
istrant should avoid taking the oath or 
standing with the group that takes the 
oath, unless he wishes to risk the chance 
that it will induct him even though it is 
not part of the ceremony—just as stay- 
ing in the camp itself will. 





relief work in China. This committee, 
as we understand, has established no pol- 
icy concerning its workers and the draft 
law, leaving the question in each case 
to the conscience of the individual con- 
cerned. 

Since it was not denied that young 
Lovett’s disobedience of the law was 
both willful and deliberate, he was al- 
most automatically convicted and sen- 
tenced to the minimum penalty, which 
is one year and a day in prison. Judge 
Ganey, however, announced that he 
would suspend execution of the sen- 
tence and would place the young man 
under probation in custody of the 
Friends Service Committee. Lovett will 
be sent to China as soon as shipping 
facilities are available. 

In the case of another young Quaker, 
J. Newton Garver 3d, student at Swarth- 
more College, Judge Ganey was less 
amenable. Garver, who refused coun- 
sel, told the judge that he believed he 
could accomplish more good by continu- 
ing his studies than by accepting any 
form of service connected with the war, 
and that if every American followed his 
example the world would be better off. 
The judge retorted that if every citizen 
followed this course, it might prove that 
the United States is a peace-loving Na- 
tion, but would not necessarily prove 
that Russia is one. However, he said 
he would delay imposition of sentence, 
for several days, and suggested that if 
young Garver could propose some al- 
ternative to Army service, consonant 
with his scruples but less comfortable 
than college life, he might be disposed 
to take the same action as in the Lovett 
case. 

Judge’ Ganey’s policy in these cases 
appears to us an eminently sensible one. 
As members of the Society of Friends, 
Lovett and Garver, had they registered, 
could have claimed deferment under the 
terms of the Selective Service Act. A 
somewhat different problem is raised in 
the cases of persons whose opposition 
to military service is not the corollary 
of some religious belief. The law defi- 
nitely refuses exemption to those whose 
scruples arise merely from “political, 
sociological or philosophical views.” Thus 
in St. Paul recently, a combat veteran 
of the recent war, who refused to regis- 
ter, was sentenced to prison. Under the 
law this man was entitled to a deferred 
classification because of his service, but 
not because of his principles. 








